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DAY 02 – 05 July 2016 

 

  [10.02 am] 

 

SJH:   Yes, thank you.  We have Mr Jolly on line, do we? 5 

 

MS SCOTT:   Yes, we do. 

 

MR JOLLY:   Yes, indeed, I am here. 

 10 

SJH:   Thank you, Mr Jolly, we will have you sworn first and then we will 

hand over to Ms Scott for your highlights package.  Do you have a 

Bible with you? 

 

MR JOLLY:   No, I do not. 15 

 

SJH:   So you are affirming, are you? 

 

MR JOLLY:   Indeed, yes. 

 20 

SJH:   Thank you. 
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<EDWARD JOLLY, affirmed [10.03 am] 
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<EXAMINATION BY MS SCOTT [10.03 am] 

 

MS SCOTT:   Good morning Mr Jolly, it is Ms Scott here. 

 

MR JOLLY:   Good morning. 5 

 

MS SCOTT:   Can you confirm that you have prepared one statement of 

evidence dated 9 June 2016? 

 

MR JOLLY:   Yes, that is correct. 10 

 

MS SCOTT:   You have the qualifications and experience set out in paragraphs 

1.1 and 1.2 of that evidence? 

 

MR JOLLY:   Yes. 15 

 

MS SCOTT:   Do you have any corrections you wish to make? 

 

MR JOLLY:   I have one correction to my evidence, it is in regard to page 5 of 

my evidence-in-chief, section 4.3, there is an error there in terms of the 20 

policy which has been stated.  I have referred to 14.1.2.3 in my 

evidence and that actually should be 14.1.4.2 High Quality Medium 

Density Housing. 

 

MS SCOTT:   Sorry, High Quality Medium Density Housing? 25 

 

MR JOLLY:   Yes. 

 

MS SCOTT:   So delete the words residential development from the title of the 

policy, is that correct? 30 

 

MR JOLLY:   Sorry, can you repeat that? 

 

MS SCOTT:   At the moment it states that the policy High Quality Medium 

Density Residential Development, we delete the words “residential 35 

development” and replace with Housing, is that correct? 

 

MR JOLLY:   I believe that is correct, I am actually finding it quite difficult to 

hear you there Sarah. 

 40 

MS SCOTT:   Sorry Mr Jolly, is that better? 

 

MR JOLLY:   That is much better. 
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  [10.05 am] 

 

MS SCOTT:   Can you just confirm in terms of the title of the policy that you 

want to replace – can you just repeat that for the Panel’s convenience 

please? 5 

 

MR JOLLY:   Replacing 14.1.2.3 which is Policy Development and Recovery 

for Community Housing Environment to Policy 14.1.4.2 which is High 

Quality Medium Density Residential Development. 

 10 

MS SCOTT:   With that one correction, Mr Jolly, can you confirm that your 

evidence is true and correct? 

 

MR JOLLY:   Yes, I can. 

 15 

MS SCOTT:   Thank you, and please read out your highlights package and 

then the Panel will ask questions of you. 

 

MR JOLLY:   Thank you.  My evidence relates specifically to the Housing 

New Zealand submission in regard to urban design matters within the 20 

Proposal. 

 

 Urban design matters which remain outstanding, the height limit for the 

notified RMD areas in the Proposal.  I support an increase in the height 

limit from the notified eight metres to 11 metres, but only when 25 

intensification is undertaken in a comprehensive and efficient manner. 

 

 I am concerned that if the 11 metre height limit was applied to small or 

narrow sites or a development undertaken in a piecemeal manner, then 

potential negative amenity effects may occur for the existing and future 30 

residential housing and there may be an abrupt change in built form 

from one storey to three. 

 

 Hence, my recommendation is that to achieve good quality 

intensification intended for the RMD, then site size should be 35 

(INDISTINCT 1.54) for the increase in height to 11 metres and site 

amalgamation should be encouraged. 

 

 I am happy to take any questions on my evidence. 

 40 

SJH:   Thank you, it is the Chair speaking, can you hear me Mr Jolly? 

 

MR JOLLY:   Loud and clear. 

 

SJH:   Thank you, I will go to Dr Mitchell first. 45 
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DR MITCHELL:   No, I have no questions. 

 

SJH:   All right, thank you, Ms Dawson. 

 

MS DAWSON:   Thank you, Mr Jolly, I just want to ask you about the 5 

11 metre height limits.  Is your concern regarding the application of the 

11 metre height limit in these RMD areas, related to the period of 

transition between the existing built form out of the current zoning and 

a future zoning – a future development across the zone, or is it a long 

term concern regarding the application of 11 metres height generally in 10 

the RMD zones? 

 

MR JOLLY:   I believe that the 11 metres would be appropriate in the long 

term and my concern really relates to the uncertainty around the short 

term and the length of the pain in these neighbourhoods in that short 15 

term and how long that short term may indeed go on for.    

 

MS DAWSON:   But if development is constrained to eight metres in the 

interim, would that not then start setting the development pattern, I 

mean those properties are not going to be redeveloped at up to 11 20 

metres in the long run, they are going to remain at eight metres.  Will 

that not then limit the redevelopment capacity of those areas? 

 

MR JOLLY:   I think in simple terms, you could say it would, however, I guess 

the knowledge of the particular lot, we are talking, you know, sort of an 25 

average of five to 900 square metres across the board, so there is some 

latent potential in intensification under both what would be the RS and 

the transition zone and hence, there is already there some 

intensification potential there as it stands. 

 30 

 And also what I am saying is that I would encourage a sort of a density 

bonus to go to 11 metre if sites where amalgamated and developers 

were able to deliver a more comprehensive product.  

 

MS DAWSON:   We have had evidence from modelling that has been done of 35 

these smaller sites, that it would be difficult to reach the 11 metres on 

smaller or narrow sites because other rules such as the daylight 

recession plane rules come into effect anyway.  Have you looked in any 

detail at whether there is a need for the eight metre height restriction on 

these smaller lots given the other package of rules that would apply?  40 

 

  [10.10 am] 

 

MR JOLLY:   Yes, I guess absolutely that the other rules to obviously 

constrain development on their sites.  I think a good example would be 45 

to refer to Ms Schroder’s rebuttal evidence where she has provided 
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some images of residential development, and I think figure six shows 

where a developer’s tried to sneak in a third storey within a recession 

plane, and get very odd shaped roof form, and so the development then 

to maximise develop potential one then pushes to those constraints and 

that is not necessarily a very good outcome. 5 

 

MS DAWSON:   Well is that not something that would be looked at under the 

urban design resource consent process in any event now as proposed 

going forward? 

 10 

MR JOLLY:   Yes, I believe it would. 

 

MS DAWSON:   All right, thank you, Mr Jolly, that is all from me. 

 

SJH:   Ms Huria. 15 

 

MS HURIA:   No thank you, sir. 

 

SJH:   Judge Hassan. 

 20 

JUDGE HASSAN:   Mr Jolly, good morning. 

 

MR JOLLY:   Good morning. 

 

JUDGE HASSAN:   Are you familiar – I take it you would be pretty familiar 25 

with the layout of the KAC at Papanui? 

 

MR JOLLY:   Yes. 

 

JUDGE HASSAN:   And would it be fair to say that compared to other KACs 30 

in the city, it is different in the sense that it shows ribbon development 

associated with the state highway? 

 

MR JOLLY:   I guess there is some KACs that do that and some that do not.  I 

think Hornby probably does the same to a certain extent, it follows 35 

State Highway 1 either side. 

 

JUDGE HASSAN:   All right, now in terms of the issue of walkability, are you 

familiar with the policy that refers to an 800 metre distance? 

 40 

MR JOLLY:   Yes. 

 

JUDGE HASSAN:   So if you think about the nature of the commercial 

activities in Papanui, where do you think the logical point of that 800 

metre distance should be measured to.  Do you think it should be 45 
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measured to Langdons Road or to where it currently is measured, at 

Blighs Road? 

 

MR JOLLY:   That is a very good point, I guess Papanui was not the focus of 

my evidence. 5 

 

JUDGE HASSAN:   Do you have a view on your expertise in urban planning? 

 

MR JOLLY:   To be honest, I would have to have a look at a map and just look 

specifically and weigh both up, one against the other, I do not actually 10 

have a map of Papanui in front of me to be honest. 

 

 I am not sure if I can elaborate. 

 

JUDGE HASSAN:   So you have got no specific knowledge of the nature of 15 

the commercial activities at Papanui to be able to present any opinion 

on it? 

 

MR JOLLY:   I do have some but I am not sure exactly which two points you 

are referring to. 20 

 

JUDGE HASSAN:   You know about the purpose of the policy in regard to 

walkability - - - 

 

MR JOLLY:   Yes. 25 

 

JUDGE HASSAN:   - - - to the KAC and looking at the purpose of that policy, 

do you think the outer perimeter at Blighs Road is a logical measuring 

point for walkability or is to too far south from the core of that centre? 

 30 

MR JOLLY:   I am just having a quick look on Google Earth if you do not 

mind.  I think there is, in effect, one could say that there is a mixed use 

corridor down Papanui stretching from the corner of Main North 

Road/Harewood Road down Papanui Road, so walkability from Blighs 

Road to that mixed use development would be within 800 metres. 35 

 

JUDGE HASSAN:   Thank you. 

 

SJH:   Anything arising or re-examination, Ms Scott? 

 40 

MS SCOTT:   No thank you, sir. 

 

<THE WITNESS WITHDREW [10.14 am] 
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SJH:   Thank you, Mr Jolly.  Mr Davidson from the Shirley/Papanui 

Community Board.  Do you wish to give evidence or speak to the 

submission, Mr Davidson. 

 

  [10.15 am] 5 

 

MR DAVIDSON:   Speak to the submission. 
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<MIKE DAVIDSON [10.15 am] 
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SJH:   All right, just come to this microphone here, you can come to the front.  

Just when you are ready just stand up and go ahead. 

 

MR DAVIDSON:   Thank you.  My name is Mike Davidson, I am the chair of 

the Shirley/Papanui Community Board so I will be talking on behalf of 5 

that Board and we represent the suburb of Papanui. 

 

 The Shirley/Papanui Community Board requests that the three 

residential medium density zones identified within the Papanui area of 

Chapter 14 of the Proposed District Plan, be removed from the 10 

Proposed District Plan and the zoning of these areas remain as it is with 

the existing District Plan. 

 

 The reasons that the Shirley/Papanui Community Board wishes to 

support the submissions from the community, I know is the special 15 

character of the St James area, the St James Avenue as a greenbelt 

along with St James Park, the loss of tree cover and reduction in 

vegetation due to the increased section coverage, the historical 

significance of heritage architecture and war memorial trees in St 

James Avenue and links to St James Church.  A substantial portion of 20 

St James Avenue is a floor level and fill management area where 

Dudley Creek crosses St James Avenue.  Increase on street parking 

demand on streets in Papanui, especially those within walking distance 

of Northlands Mall. 

 25 

 The Shirley/Papanui Community Board wishes to support the 

following points of statements of evidence.       

 

 The likelihood of development.  The Community Board supports the 

points noted in the statement of evidence on valuations, the RMD zone 30 

in Papanui is already substantially developed with existing housing that 

has a remain (ph 2.24) economic life. 

 

 Papanui West.  The Community Board supports the exemption from 

the RMD zone of the properties affected by the 200 year flood plan.  35 

Due to the filling and development of these properties affected other 

low lying properties in the area. 

 

 Papanui South-East.  The Community Board notes that further 

investigation is needed to determine which part of this area would 40 

benefit from an RMD zoning. 

 

 Papanui South-West.  The Community Board agrees that this is an area 

where defined character of bungalows in a garden setting and street tree 

plantings and to retain these qualities to the proposed RMD zoning 45 
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should be rejected, and the existing RSZ and RSDT zoning should be 

retained. 

 

 The Community Board also notes the number of requests made from 

communities for the changing of all day parking on residential streets 5 

to a mixture of all day parking and 120 minute parking due to the 

unavailability of parking on residential streets due to the parking of 

workers at the nearby businesses, including the Papanui cluster area 

where there has been installation of 12 areas of P120 parking and four 

sections of no stopping. 10 

 

 Matson Avenue.  The installation of three areas of P120 parking and no 

stopping at intersections. 

 

 Sawyers Arms Road.  Removal of P30 parking opposite Couplands 15 

Bakery. 

 

 Shearing Street.  Installation of two sections of P120 parking and no 

stopping at the end of the road to provide a turning area. 

 20 

 Blair Avenue.  Installation of no stopping at the end of the road to 

provide a turning, right turning area. 

 

 Sail Street.  After consultation for installation of two P120 parking 

areas.  St James Avenue soon will be up for consultation on the 25 

installation of three P120 parking. 

 

 An increase in housing intensification within the Papanui area will 

result in an increased demand for on street parking where parking at the 

moment is at a premium and is an ongoing issue with the community 30 

and come into the Community Board. 

 

 In conclusion, the Shirley/Papanui Community Board rejects the RMD 

Proposal to rezone large areas of Papanui to an RMD zone. 

 35 

 This blanket approach does not allow for the careful considerations of 

areas of special amenity and character and the exemption from the 

RMD zoning. 

 

 The Board also notes that the existing District Plan zoning in Papanui 40 

allows for some intensification as the opportunity arises, and given the 

figures above are showing that the low likelihood of properties being 

available for redevelopment, the existing zoning is appropriate.  

 

45 
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  [10.20 am] 

 

SJH:   Thank you, I will just see if the Panel have any questions, Dr Mitchell. 

 

DR MITCHELL:   No I have no questions thank you.  5 

 

SJH:   Ms Dawson. 

 

MS DAWSON:   No, thank you, Mr Davidson. 

 10 

SJH:   Ms Huria. 

 

MS HURIA:   No. 

 

SJH:   Judge. 15 

 

JUDGE HASSAN:   Yes, I have just got one, Mr Davidson.  I got the 

impression from Mr Jolly that he was not particularly well briefed and 

probably fairly so on the question I asked him. 

 20 

 I want to put to one side this parking point you have got for one 

moment and looking at the commercial area in Papanui, one of the 

criteria we are looking at is about walkability, and from your 

knowledge of Papanui, it seems to me anyway, and I do not know if 

you agree with this or not, that it is a stretched out ribbon type in the 25 

sense that it goes quite a way south along the ribbon of Papanui Road. 

 

 Do you see that, are you familiar with that? 

 

MR DAVIDSON:   Yes. 30 

 

JUDGE HASSAN:   If you were thinking about walkability for the average 

punter in Papanui, where would they walk to? 

 

MR DAVIDSON:   I guess when you talk that it is a ribbon, the areas further 35 

south down Papanui Road are really, I guess that is not the key area of 

Papanui, Northlands - - - 

 

JUDGE HASSAN:   Yes, so where would you say? 

 40 

MR DAVIDSON:   - - - so I do not think Blighs Road – Blighs Road is too far 

out for walkability, you need to be closer in to actually Northlands Mall 

which is the key activity area. 

 

JUDGE HASSAN:   And is Langdons Road about the heart of that?  45 
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MR DAVIDSON:   Yes. 

 

JUDGE HASSAN:   Right, thank you. 

 

SJH:   Mr Davidson, parking is not for us in this Proposal.  There are various 5 

parking tools however, that the city has.  Have you approached them 

and got any response around your problem because it is one that is also 

shared by those who live near the university. 

 

MR DAVIDSON:   Yes, and this is an ongoing issue that we have had and we 10 

are looking at how we do address it, and I guess the concern for the 

Board is if we look to increase intensification, we are just going to have 

more issues with residents struggling to park on their streets. 

 

 So we are looking to work out how we can address it at the same time. 15 

 

SJH:   Are you aware what the rules provide for off-street parking for more 

dense development? 

 

MR DAVIDSON:   No. 20 

 

SJH:   Just one final question, leaving aside for the moment the war memorial 

nature of four of these streets, which is very important, I am not trying 

to belittle that, would it be fair to say that the mix of housing and the 

amenity and trees is something that occurs in a number of parts of 25 

Christchurch similar to this? 

 

MR DAVIDSON:   I guess I have a particular interest in Papanui and other 

areas that I represent, and I believe that Papanui actually has a special 

area, we do not, I guess, have this uniqueness of the amount of trees 30 

and vegetation we do have, and I think when you get closer in to 

Northlands Mall where there is, I guess, higher density, you see that 

lack of vegetation and trees and the effect that it does have on the 

environment, and I guess the quality of living in those areas when you 

do start to increase the intensification and lose that vegetation. 35 

 

SJH:   So – it would not be a Board deal, it would have to be a personal one 

because it is not something addressed, but your personal view is that 

this area, particularly of South Papanui that we heard so much about 

yesterday, is unique in all of Christchurch? 40 

 

MR DAVIDSON:   I would not say it is unique in all of Christchurch, but I 

believe that it has special characteristics that make it a similar pattern to 

other areas of Christchurch that also I do not think intensified. 

 45 

SJH:   All right, thank you very much for your submission, thank you. 
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<MICHAEL DAVIDSON WITHDREW [10.24 am] 

 

SJH:   Mr Perry.  Do you wish to give evidence or speak to your submission? 

 5 

MR PERRY:   I wish to speak to my submission. 

 

SJH:   And Mr Patton is under your name as well, is he a joint submitter or - - - 

 

MR……….:   Mr Patton is here in the capacity of expert witness. 10 

 

SJH:   Okay, well do you wish to call his evidence first and then speak to your 

submission, it might be better. 

 

MR PERRY:   Yes, that is fine. 15 

 

SJH:   If you come forward and be sworn or affirmed, Mr Paton. 
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<ROBERT SELWYN PATON, sworn [10.24 am] 
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  [10.25 am] 

 

SJH:   Can you give us your full name please? 

 

MR PATON:   Yes, my full name is Robert Selwyn Paton. 5 

 

SJH:   And you are an associate of the Real Estate Institute of New Zealand? 

 

MR PATON:   Correct. 

 10 

SJH:   And your expertise is as a real estate agent? 

 

MR PATON:   Correct. 

 

SJH:   All right, you understand we have read your evidence and this is an 15 

opportunity for you to give us a brief highlights package of that 

evidence that has been filed.  

 

MR PATON:   Well, we will take it that page 1 has obviously been read, your 

Honour, so perhaps you can guide me as to where you would like me to 20 

start or is that for me to - - - 

 

SJH:   It is not a matter of reading it, it is a matter of highlighting what you see 

to be the most important parts of your evidence that supports 

Mr Perry’s position.  25 

 

MR PATON:   Fine, thank you.  On page 2 what we are looking at here is how 

is the Christchurch City proposing to create infill housing in an existing 

area that has a wide range of aged houses, ie, houses of the 40s, large 

sections to a range of modern three bedroom homes on small sites. 30 

 

 Only a percentage of these older home sites could comply with the new 

proposed medium density rezoning.  History has shown from our real 

estate point of view that this medium density infill housing does not 

make for good housing outcomes, and we have seen this in parts of 35 

Christchurch in my sort of long real estate career of Manchester Street, 

St Albans, with Dallington et cetera, where 40 perch sections have been 

redeveloped from the character, sort of not villa home, into the five 

block housing stopped with people going past one another’s property. 

 40 

 The effect of this in Amyes Road, in fact, where my client is currently 

situated, we see traffic congestion, Amyes Road is a high through 

traffic road travelling east/west from Main South Road to Shands Road 

and then onto Springs Road and in peak times traffic backs up here 

considerably. 45 
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 Across the road is going to be the new Hornby Primary School in the 

old Branston Intermediate site and that is going to create further traffic 

congestions, (a) with families pick-up and drop off et cetera. 

 

 The points to consider here is there are a high percentage of properties 5 

that have already been subdivided with back sections showing modern 

dwellings, occupying back sections face, so we are already receiving 

infill housing. 

 

 At the end of Amyes Road there is a group of state houses between the 10 

railway line and Gough, Gough and Hamer, and these are ready for 

redevelopment and could be better utilised into something of a more 

high density. 

 

 Always in real estate we see factors such as immigration, interest rate, 15 

building costs, all impact on affordability for a new home buyer.  The 

only variable in fact, is land and the cost of developing that land where 

the plan section size makes it a question of cost effectiveness. 

 

 So what I am saying there, is where you have a 40 perch section with 20 

one house on it and under the proposed medium density, you are 

looking at putting say, five units on with a two storey eight to nine 

metre height, and I do not believe that really is a good utilisation of the 

property. 

 25 

 So is this cost effective in the Living 1 zone in properties in Hornby, 

the infill areas creating medium density simply because it is close to 

shopping mall, that is the hub, has one thought about the desired 

outcome that the City Council wants to achieve, ie, affordable housing 

at any social cost, and what is meant by this. 30 

 

 Well it is obviously creating section sizes down to 120 square metres 

and putting a two storeyed or three storey two and three bedroom 

homes on that with minimum outdoor space and that is making it 

difficult to give space for children to live in and we are talking of 35 

course ambience and that is very, very important today in the family’s 

life. 

 

  [10.30 am] 

 40 

 The question would be would you like to live in one of these units 

yourself, and that is a matter of getting yourself on the property ladder 

while saving on rent to achieve a capital gain and then moving on in 

three, four years’ time, is that really the type of development that we 

actually are looking for, and this is where it affects my clients, the 45 

Perry’s.  They have developed their section and putting a nice – that is 
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to have the existing house at the front, putting a nice three bedroom 

unit on the rear of their 900 square metre section, and created a very 

desirable worthwhile property. 

 

 The property next door, and this is what really is of concern to them at 5 

the moment, is one of these elder bungalows on a large 900 square 

metre section, under the proposed medium density that the City 

Council is proposing, that could quite easily be demolished and five 

two storey units in fact - and building on it - and of course that is right 

on their northern boundary.  So the loss of sun and their whole 10 

ambience, in fact to their particular site, changes with a building of 

over eight metres - and we did see in fact in the previous views of these 

two storeyed town houses in example A on page 1, for the increase in 

density on these particular infill sites. 

 15 

 So at Amyes Road, that is at number 70 at the moment, there is one 

family there or four persons that would increase up to 15 persons in 

terms of high density.  The impact for my clients, the Perry’s, would be 

more noise, more traffic coming and going, more people, that all adds 

to obviously irritation, and such heights under the Proposed Plan, they 20 

would have no real say on the outcome. 

 

 The outcome for the Perry’s is that their tenants would move on to 

more desirable locations, the rental income that they would achieve 

would actually drop because of lack of ambience, light, there is more 25 

noise, loss of privacy, those things. 

 

 So the proposed medium density residential zone change really is of no 

beneficial enhancement or betterment for the owners of 72 and 72A 

and their tenants. 30 

 

 It is here that the owners look to their choice and what it means to 

them, first being, that is a zone change goes ahead with the 

Christchurch City planning department.  Is it satisfied after due 

consultation that the impact of medium density zoning on the Perry’s is 35 

no greater than minor, which you will see there under Section 104 of 

the Act.     

 

 However, injurious affection can be shown by changing the zone from 

Living 1 to medium density with a loss of value, loss of rent and 40 

additional trauma and stress as I have mentioned. 

 

 The new rateable value which is due out later this year on the property 

will increase the rateable value from $300,000 to $350,000 for 72 and 

72A from $400,000 to $475,000. 45 
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 These increases can be expected to be ongoing, population increase and 

demand for good quality affordable housing is reflected by 

(INDISTINCT 4.15) percentage increasing yearly, with the zoning 

remaining Living 1. This year shows an average increase of 8.2 percent 

Christchurch wide, and that was noted in the Press, 14 May. 5 

 

 In the last 40 years, prices have increased on average 10 percent per 

year, therefore using a factual scenario, these properties at 72 and 72A 

over the next 10 years would increase in value to around $650,000 for 

72 and $880,000 for 72A respectively without taking into account 10 

annual rental increases generated from these properties. 

 

 Injurious affection could be a factor should this proposal rezoning of 

Living 1 to residential suburban density transitional zone take place. 

 15 

  [10.35 am] 

 

 The factors of high density housing in the resultant social consequences 

are directly related to a slower increase in property values because the 

area becomes less desirable to live in.  Alternatively, Christchurch City 20 

Council has the power within its grasp to remediate red zone land 

identified around the city.  Today’s modern engineering concepts are 

and have been available in coastal towns of Pegasus, Fulton Hogan 

subdivision of Knights Stream and the Ngai Tahu subdivision at 

Wigram. 25 

 

 Now Rib Raft foundations are used to stabilise TC 2 and TC 3 land 

making sections suitable to build on. 

 

 Earthquake recovery houses could be repositioned to provide very cost 30 

effective three and four bedroom affordable housing with all the 

positives of double glazing, full insulation, retro fitting on 650 square 

metres where parents and children can enjoy openness of space, less 

noise, less density of people at an affordable price. 

 35 

 Surely this is a much better outcome or is the City Council missing a 

trick, in other words, does the zoning have to change in Hornby and if 

so, why is it not more prudent to start from a subdivision in say, 

Hei Hei, greenfields from Roberts Road west to Gilberthorpes Road to 

Buchanans Road, or is it about getting the right balance, such as 40 

Wigram Skies of Ngai Tahu where a good range of attractive two 

storey affordable housing, ie, Mike Greer Homes of two, three and four 

bedroom executive homes along with a retirement village and shopping 

hub. 

 45 
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 Is this not a good well thought out plan which meets all the objectives 

for the community? The advent of the earthquake has given 

Christchurch City Council a golden opportunity to correct and fix 

planning ills of the past, not merely continue to repeat them on some 

misguided notion of how best to provide affordable housing in sections. 5 

 

 Now that the post-earthquake is six years on, the need for housing has 

slowed to a sustainable level commensurate with the city’s growth.  

This is reflected in the majority of houses being built currently which 

are in the $45,000 - $500,000 price range and two to three bedroom - - 10 

- 

 

SJH:   I am sorry, you are now just reading your evidence, you are not speaking 

to it as you were supposed to do. 

 15 

MR PATON:   Well what we are seeing now that the bulk of the red zone 

properties have been attended to, and we have seen this with maximum 

subdivisions around Christchurch and particularly north in Waimak and 

Rolleston, that the land area and demand is actually slowing, and we 

will see that the affordable housing will come more into play where the 20 

rate of growth will not be as quick and as great as we have experienced 

in fact in the past five years.  And therefore making houses more 

affordable for young families to achieve.  And what we are really sort 

of looking in terms of the outcome with Hornby there, is that there is 

sufficient land for rezoning the back half of sections rather than going 25 

to the medium density proposed plan that the Council’s proposing, in 

fact, at the moment. 

 

 We seek effectively to leave the zone in Amyes Road exactly where it 

is and to start afresh and then get it right, get your design right, your 30 

ambiences, your section sizes.  If one wants to go to Hornby to look at 

your Gilberthorpes Road, Roberts Road, Buchanans Road, that 

particular area there west of Hornby. 

 

 So that is my submission, my thoughts. 35 

 

SJH:   Well, it is your evidence on behalf of Mr Perry, thank you.  Dr Mitchell. 

 

DR MITCHELL:   Thank you sir, yes, good morning Mr Paton, I do have a 

couple of questions for you thank you. 40 

 

 As I understand your evidence, the thrust of it is that intensification of 

activity adjacent to your property would affect the future capital value 

of the properties concerned and the rental income that they would be 

able to realise in the market place. 45 
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 Is that a fair summary? 

 

MR PATON:   That is a very fair summary, yes. 

 

DR MITCHELL:   What is the actual evaluation you have done or the 5 

methodology you have used to come up with your conclusion where 

you say that the result of this would equate to hundreds of thousands of 

dollars in loss of value and proportionate loss of rent.  I mean, I 

understand the general principle that I described to you before, but 

what evaluation have you done, what assessment have you done to 10 

quantify that level of loss that you are talking about?  

 

  [10.40 am] 

 

MR PATON:   Relatively simple and straightforward looking at the property as 15 

it were to remain as a Living 1 zone as it currently is, and extrapolate 

that 10 years on using the figures of 8.4 percent growth per year, which 

is sustainable and evidence they are achievable, and we see that in - - - 

 

DR MITCHELL:   I understand that part, that is what, all things stay the same, 20 

what the value would increase by, but how have you assessed the 

hundreds of thousands of dollars of lost value that you refer to in your 

evidence? 

 

MR PATON:   Very simply, that by taking the property next door at number 25 

70, popping five units on that under your medium density zone, and the 

impact that actually would have on this site would be – you have got an 

eight metre high building there on your north and west side of the 

property and that has the casting of loss of ambience, shadow lines - - - 

 30 

DR MITCHELL:   I understand what the problem would be, what I am asking 

you is how you have then turned that in to hundreds of thousands of 

dollars of lost value? 

 

MR PATON:   I am coming to that because then the two properties become 35 

less desirable, so from a rental point of view, instead of getting $350 a 

week, say per unit, you have higher vacancy rates and you have less 

desirable people going in that cannot afford the top rentals, and then 

when you come to market those properties, you end up with the fact of 

lack of desirability because of the domination of your property next 40 

door.  

 

DR MITCHELL:   That is still not answering my question.  I understand that as 

a proposition, but what I am trying to understand is how you have 

turned that statement into hundreds of thousands of dollars of lost 45 
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value.  I do not know whether it is one dollar or a million dollars, and 

you have just said it is hundreds of thousands. 

 

 How have you calculated that figure? 

 5 

MR PATON:   With the factor that the rate of increase under your rateable 

value would not be as great every three years when they come up for 

revalue because of those very factors that I have mentioned.  And then 

looking at the loss of a rent of say $50.00 per week, again because the 

lack of desirability of those particular units.  So effectively, take $50.00 10 

a week over 52weeks of the year is two and a half thousand dollars, so 

at the end of six years, is $15,000.  In terms of that, say, and coupled 

that with your loss in value, comes up to your hundreds of thousands of 

dollars. 

 15 

DR MITCHELL:   All right, thank you, sir. 

 

SJH:   Thank you, Ms Dawson. 

 

MS DAWSON:   No questions, thank you very much. 20 

 

SJH:   Ms Huria. 

 

MS HURIA:   No thank you, sir. 

 25 

SJH:   Judge. 

 

JUDGE HASSAN:   Mr Paton, throughout your summary, you used the ‘we’, 

do you mean you and your client? 

 30 

MR PATON:   I think it is a figure of speech, yes, ‘we’. 

 

JUDGE HASSAN:   You mean you and your client, is that what you mean? 

 

MR PATON:   My evidence is my evidence - - - 35 

 

JUDGE HASSAN:   So you mean the royal ‘we’, I just want to understand, I 

just want to understand your evidence because you said ‘we’ several 

times and it confused me.  Normally a witness would say ‘I’, that is my 

opinion, but you keep saying ‘we’, you mean yourself, or do you mean 40 

you and your client? 

 

MR PATON:   No, it is my opinion. 

 

JUDGE HASSAN:   Have you read the Code of Conduct? 45 
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MR PATON:   Yes. 

 

JUDGE HASSAN:   But you do not attest to that in your evidence? 

 

MR PATON:   I am sorry if I have misled you, it was never intended. 5 

 

JUDGE HASSAN:   Okay, thank you. 

 

SJH:   Mr Paton, you are not qualified as a valuer? 

 10 

MR PATON:   No. 

 

SJH:   You are not qualified as an engineer? 

 

MR PATON:   No. 15 

 

SJH:   You are not qualified as a planner? 

 

MR PATON:   No. 

 20 

SJH:   You are not qualified as an urban designer? 

 

MR PATON:   No.  

 

SJH:   We heard yesterday from a planner, Mr Blake, sorry, a valuer, Mr Blake, 25 

my recollection of his evidence when he was questioned was that when 

there are these re-zonings and greater intensification there is not a loss 

of value.  Would you say your view is more valid than a qualified 

valuer? 

 30 

MR PATON:   No, I would not. 

 

  [10.45 am] 

 

SJH:   And when you talk about what you see as a solution to Christchurch’s 35 

problem, utilising greenfields, utilising the red zone and such like, that 

is essentially your lay opinion, isn’t it? 

 

MR PATON:   Correct. 

 40 

SJH:   In your years as a real estate agent, have you had something to do with 

the Resource Management Act? 

 

MR PATON:   From time to time I have advised clients on the Resource 

Management Act, yes. 45 
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SJH:   So you have some familiarity with it? 

 

MR PATON:   I do. 

 

SJH:   So you will be aware that there are Higher Order documents that require 5 

us to give effect to them in a cascade down, you would be aware of 

that? 

 

MR PATON:   Yes. 

 10 

SJH:   You will be aware of the Land Use Recovery Plan and the Regional 

Planning Statement? 

 

MR PATON:   I am. 

 15 

SJH:   You will be aware on the limitations of urban development in map A in 

that document? 

 

MR PATON:  I cannot recollect it but I have probably seen it. 

 20 

SJH:   You will be aware of the intensification targets that have been set for 

Christchurch as opposed to greenfields development? 

 

MR PATON:   Yes. 

 25 

SJH:   And what are those figures? 

 

MR PATON:   Unfortunately, I cannot recall them your Honour. 

 

SJH:   And how does your evidence sit with all of those matters, is it simply 30 

again your lay opinion and your lay view? 

 

MR PATON:   It is my lay opinion and lay view. 

 

SJH:   Thank you, Mr Paton, you may stand down. 35 

 

<ROBERT PATON WITHDREW [10.46 am] 

 

SJH:   Now, Mr Perry, you can speak to that evidence and your submission. 

40 
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MR PERRY:   Mr Chairman and members of the Panel, my name is Robert 

John Perry, I am a property owner in the area of Amyes Road that 

stands to be adversely affected by the RMD proposal that is the subject 

of this Hearing. 

 5 

 The area that this submission relates to is Hornby and more 

specifically, Amyes Road, and my submission number 17 is that I 

oppose the RMD proposal in respect of Amyes Road and the decision 

that I seek is that the proposal be deleted. 

 10 

 The following comments sequentially relate to comments made in my 

original submission in opposition to this proposal.  I would also point 

out that these comments incorporate some of the feedback from 

witnesses on behalf of the Christchurch City Council. 

 15 

 Loss of amenity, value rights and light to existing households, the 

construction of multi-unit medium density structures to a permissible 

height of eight metres on or in close proximity to the north and western 

boundary of a residential property in Amyes Road, along with the 

capacity of such structures to occupy a greater percentage of rateable 20 

land area will almost certainly compromise sun and light to affect the 

adjoining properties, and particularly those immediately to the south 

and south-east of any such RMD development. 

 

 This is not a matter of conjecture but one of fact, this is the likelihood 25 

of such structures to present privacy issues and loss of amenity values 

for existing occupants who adjoin single level dwellings.  

 

 I reject the Housing Corporation New Zealand suggestion that the 

height restriction in RMD rezoned areas should be extended to 11 30 

metres, and supported in principle by Ms Sarah-Jane Oliver, para 7.37 

of her evidence. 

 

 Such comment reflects a poor understanding of what responsible infill 

development should look like in my view, and the quality rather than 35 

quantity should be predetermining factors of both social and amenity 

values in the area are to be preserved. 

 

 Reduced property value and rental income. RMD rezoning as 

suggested, would also seriously devalue adjoining properties with 40 

single level improvements and this is also not acceptable to existing 

residents and property owners. 

 

 As a market provider of affordable residential rental properties over the 

last 20 years in the Hornby area and a socially conscious landlord, I can 45 

state, without reservation, that in my experience lack of quality of a 
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property and its immediate environment do strongly influence both its 

market value and by default, the rental income that can be derived from 

same. 

 

 The construction of medium density structures of the type suggested on 5 

the north and north-western side of an existing single level dwelling or 

dwellings in Amyes Road must make such affected dwellings less 

desirable to the broader property market from both a resale perspective 

and by default, compromise the appeal and therefore the expected 

rental return on the property for landlord owners. 10 

 

 I reject the rebuttal evidence of Mr Richard Blake on behalf of the City 

Council who suggested this rezoning would not adversely impact rental 

returns in respect of such affected properties. 

 15 

 I similarly reject comments made on the statement of evidence by 

Ms Sarah-Jane Oliver on behalf of the City Council who suggested in 

her evidence, an expansion of the proposal to in fact cover an increased 

number of properties in Amyes Road, para 3.6. 

 20 

 I am also confused by Ms Oliver’s evidence, para 19.5, which initially 

suggests that rezoning Amyes Road and Trevor Street is not considered 

appropriate at this stage, and then an apparent contradiction, para 19.9, 

a statement is made, “I support the rezoning of these properties in 

Trevor Street, Amyes Road and Brynley Street (as a catalyst for future 25 

wide rezoning proposal to an RMD zone.)  I would therefore request 

that RMD rezoning as it stands, or any amended form suggested by Ms 

Oliver, does not proceed in Amyes Road.  

 

  [10.50 am] 30 

 

 Social issues associated with multi-level dwelling units.  Multi-level 

dwelling units of the type suggested do not generally, in my view, 

provide well for families with children, providing little in the way of 

onsite green space for play areas. 35 

 

 The mixed option of the model that also typifies such dwelling units 

can often generate friction between neighbours, as for example, those 

less tolerant of children, of course you live in a more cramped 

environment in close proximity to such younger members of the 40 

community, and similarly some parents who exercise minimal control 

over their offspring and demonstrate low levels of respect and 

consideration for their immediate neighbours.  

 

 In my experience as a landlord, conflicts of the above type are 45 

generally far more likely to appear where the use of shared facilities, 
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such as driveways et cetera, can be compromised by the actions or 

inactions of a resident or residents with often minor subsequent issues 

escalating beyond any sense of reasonableness.  In general the greater 

the population density of non-related people in the dwelling structure, 

the greater becomes the likelihood of such disharmony issues 5 

developing. 

 

 Multi-level property maintenance issues.  In general, existing multi-

level dwelling units in Amyes Road are of architecturally low merit and 

reflect poor levels of ongoing property management.  Refer my 10 

submitted evidence on file. 

 

 Such properties attract a low grade of tenant and are not therefore 

conducive to the neighbourhood social values.  The Council has also 

historically demonstrated little ability to control or influence the 15 

architectural merits or otherwise of such multi-unit dwellings and there 

is nothing to suggest that any RMD development in the area would be 

any different to that which has gone before. 

 

 I therefore request this RMD proposal as it stands does not proceed in 20 

Amyes Road. 

 

 Traffic issues.  Amyes Road is already heavily congested in respect of 

through traffic and this has been aggravated in the last two years by 

ongoing development in Wigram as residents in this area utilise Amyes 25 

Road for access to/from the Hornby KAC and their place of work in the 

greater Hornby area. 

 

 Increasing residential density in Amyes Road would further aggravate 

this problem.  I note the evidence of Mr Timothy John Wright on 30 

behalf of the Christchurch City Council in which he notes the 

following, para 73, “I would acknowledge that there will likely be 

some detrimental effect on congestion in specific areas of Papanui, 

Linwood and Hornby.” 

 35 

 Para 7.10 Amyes Road.  “Significant delays at the height of the peak 

hours.” 

 

 Para 10.1.  “I would agree based on my observation that the current 

level of congestion on the approaches to both Shands Road and Springs 40 

Road is not desirable.” 

 

 Mr Wright refers in his evidence to certain potential engineering 

solutions that may help mitigate some of the above.  If such 

engineering solutions are viable, why ask have they not already been 45 

implemented. 
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 There is no evidence of any plan by CCC to factually address these 

issues which most certainly will be aggravated by the RMD proposal if 

it were allowed to proceed in Amyes Road. 

 5 

 Of interest in respect of Mr Wright’s evidence, that he does pick up on 

the relevant key components of Mr Richard Blake’s evidence, 

specifically that very, very few of the rezoned properties in Amyes 

Road would be likely to see multi-level RMD development inside a 

10 year timeframe, and the traffic congestion on Amyes Road will 10 

potentially wax and wane as further residential developments occur in 

areas such as Halswell, Wigram et cetera, while the Southern 

Motorway will also have an effect which he considers may mitigate 

some congestion in the Hornby area.  

 15 

 I personally question whether such mitigation would extend to 

Amyes Road. 

 

 One of the key questions I would ask the Panel to review, is that if 

indeed such a low level of uptake of RMD construction is expected in 20 

this particular street, how does this actually address housing shortages 

which are far more immediate in nature and would not Christchurch 

City Council efforts be better directed towards greenfield developments 

that can support a more fully integrated approach to RMD zoning? 

 25 

 Ms Sarah-Jane Oliver also comments on the low level of expected 

RMD development in her evidence, para 8.2. 

 

 In his evidence also, I note that Mr Wright has not addressed the 

difficulty experienced by residents of Amyes Road in respect of 30 

compromised vehicular access and egress to their properties during 

identified periods of high congestion. 

 

 Parking issues.  In reflect of the on-street parking issues raised in my 

submission and the increased presence of children from the relocation 35 

of Hornby South School, Mr Wright suggests in para 7.2(f) of his 

evidence that the presence of on-street parking will act as a moderating 

factor in respect of vehicle speed so reducing frequency and severity of 

any crashes, while such reduced speed will also make the environment 

safer for children who may, “Dart out from between parked cars.” 40 

 

 I seriously question this and I am of the view that the only practical 

way that this matter could be addressed would be through speed limit 

reduction and subsequent enforcement on Amyes Road. 

45 
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  [10.55 am] 

 

 Current infill housing in Amyes Road.  I observed that 50 percent or 

more of the properties on the western side of Amyes Road in the area 

designated for rezoning have already been subdivided into two or more 5 

titles over a number of years and have reasonable quality housing on 

the new sections so created. 

 

 I ask what therefore does the Council hope to achieve given that the 

residential density in this particular area is already higher than the norm 10 

in some other parts of the same street. 

 

 While most of these properties will be on fee simple or cross lease, 

most developers would be unlikely to be interested in the acquisition of 

multiple properties if they have to pay market rates for the existing 15 

houses located thereon. 

 

 As Mr Richard Blake comments in his evidence, the high value of 

improvements associated with many of the properties in the affected 

areas of Amyes Road, and indeed, nearby Blankney Street, would not 20 

make the majority of such properties an attractive proposition for 

developers. 

 

 There are also a number of larger single dwelling sections along Amyes 

Road, approximately 43 sections to originally subdivided boundaries is 25 

a rough count. 

 

 Very few of these existing dwellings are in poor condition and 

represent good potential for acquisition, possible demolition and 

tastefully executed single level site development by appropriately 30 

funded developers or owners.  

 

 For other properties, the subdivision construction of a second single 

level dwelling on the land would be a reasonable course of action to 

increase infill density whilst maintaining a healthy living environment 35 

for all residents. 

 

 In conclusion, whilst I recognise the need for higher population density 

and better land utilisation in some residential areas of Christchurch, this 

needs to be conducted with due sensitivity to the rights of existing 40 

residents, and in an intelligent manner that has the least possible 

environmental impact, and that provides a safe and attractive 

environment for all residents. 

 

 In its present form, this proposal does not, in my considered opinion, 45 

meet that criteria.  Given the likelihood as stated previously, that any 
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redevelopment, RMD redevelopment, of existing properties in the area, 

would not be likely to be significant for at least 10 years. 

 

 It may well be the greenfields developments in surrounding areas to 

Hornby, including the Riccarton Racecourse area, may well preclude 5 

the perceived necessity for any RMD development in the Amyes Road 

area. 

 

 I also observed that as the residential housing accord is proving in the 

Rolleston area, the installation and inclusion of prescribed levels of 10 

RMD as part of greenfield subdivision approval process, is generally a 

far more acceptable path to follow for all, and likely deliver far better 

results in the rezoning of long established predominantly single level 

residential areas for a minimal net gain.  Thank you. 

 15 

SJH:   Thank you, I will see if the Panel has questions, Dr Mitchell. 

 

DR MITCHELL:   No, I have no questions, thank you. 

 

SJH:   Ms Dawson. 20 

 

MS DAWSON:   Just a simple question.  Which side of Amyes Road are your 

two properties, on the north-east or south-west? 

 

MR PERRY:   They are sort of on the south-west side, on the left as you are 25 

heading towards Hornby. 

 

MS DAWSON:   Thank you, in that sort of short area of - - - 

 

MR PERRY:   Yes, a very, very short area, I think the RMD rezoning extends 30 

from 58 to around 72. 

 

MS DAWSON:   About eight properties or so? 

 

MR PERRY:   Yes. 35 

 

MS DAWSON:   Right, thank you very much (INDISTINCT 3.27). 

 

SJH:   Ms Huria. 

 40 

MS HURIA:   Just a quick question thank you Mr Perry.  You state on page 2 

that residents of Amyes Road have little confidence. 

 

 What is that statement based on?  

 45 

MR PERRY:   Which was that - - - 
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MS HURIA:   It is on the bottom of page 2.  Actually it is up on the screen if 

you want to have a look at it. 

 

MR PERRY:   Right. 5 

 

MS HURIA:   I just wonder – you purport to speak for residents - - - 

 

MR PERRY:   The problem is that the Council can only exercise a certain 

measure of control over what is built within the framework of an RMD. 10 

 

MS HURIA:   No, sorry, I will interrupt you.  I am actually wanting to know 

on what basis you are speaking for the residents, all residents? 

 

SJH:   You are not authorised? 15 

 

MR PERRY:   No. 

 

SJH:   You are not authorised to speak on behalf of anyone else are you? 

 20 

MR PERRY:   No. 

 

SJH:   Thank you. 

 

MS HURIA:   Thank you, thank you, sir. 25 

 

SJH:   Judge. 

 

JUDGE HASSAN:   Mr Perry, 70 and 72A – is it 72 and 72A are the properties 

that you are interested in? 30 

 

MR PERRY:   They are the two that I own, yes correct. 

 

JUDGE HASSAN:   Do you have any photographs of those in the statement 

that you presented? 35 

 

MR PERRY:   I do. 

 

JUDGE HASSAN:   Can you point out which - - - 

 40 

MR PERRY:   They are actually in my evidence. 

 

JUDGE HASSAN:   Can you point them out.  Is it example 4 on page 4? 

 

MR PERRY:   That is our properties there. 45 
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JUDGE HASSAN:   Okay, and the property to the right, what number is that? 

 

MR PERRY:   That would be number 70. 

 

  [11.00 am] 5 

 

JUDGE HASSAN:   So that is one that your witness refers to as an elderly 

bungalow, is that correct? 

 

MR PERRY:   Correct, yes. 10 

 

JUDGE HASSAN:   Thank you. 

 

SJH:   Thank you.  You may stand down. 

 15 

MR PERRY:   Thank you. 

 

<ROBERT PENNY WITHDREW [11.00 am] 

 

SJH:   Mr Houliston please.  Mr Houliston if you just come forward to the 20 

microphone. 
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SJH:   Do you wish to give evidence or speak to your submission? 

 

MR HOULISTON:  Basically it is I have written a bit up about what I have 

thought of, some notes from yesterday. 

 5 

SJH:   Well it is your option whether you wish to give sworn evidence or 

whether you wish to speak to your submission. 

 

MR HOULISTON:   I will just speak to it I think yes. 

 10 

SJH:   Okay, well look just before you start can you clarify a couple of things 

to me? 

 

MR HOULISTON:   Certainly. 

 15 

SJH:   Your second line of your written submission you say I own a property in 

the Hornby area which is to be developed.  What does that mean? 

 

MR HOULISTON:   Well it is in the development area, I think the RMD area. 

 20 

SJH:   Well you understand this is a proposed zone that we have to decide 

whether to so zone it based on evidence. 

 

MR HOULISTON:   Yes, yes. 

 25 

SJH:   Now at the top of your second page you seem to be accusing the Panel 

of bias. 

 

MR HOULISTON:   No, no that was not - - - 

 30 

SJH:   Well that is what it says. 

 

MR HOULISTON:   That is not exactly right.  What I am saying is the Panel is 

made up, your Honour, as it is, with developers, development advisors 

and people like that. 35 

 

SJH:   Well are you suggesting I am an advisor developer? 

 

MR HOULISTON:   No, no, sir, I did not - - - 

 40 

SJH:   Well - - - 

 

MR HOULISTON:   - - - I say judges. 

 

SJH:   Are you asking us to recuse ourselves on the grounds of bias? 45 
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MR HOULISTON:   Can I – no sir. 

 

SJH:   All right, thank you. 

 

MR HOULISTON:   I am definitely not. 5 

 

SJH:   Well I find your comments personally offensive to be honest. 

 

MR HOULISTON:   I am sorry, sir, they were not meant to. 

 10 

SJH:   But you carry on with your submission if you would speak to your 

written document. 

 

MR HOULISTON:   Well sir, I had actually written some other stuff later on. 

 15 

SJH:   No, no, that is what we want you to do, to speak to it. 

 

MR HOULISTON:   Right.  First I want to say that I am not a greenie although 

I may sound like one at times.  No ratepayer in my mind unless they 

see potential profit or development potential for themselves would even 20 

consider the idea that has been put forward with RMD.  This is also 

quite apparent at the meetings held to discuss the proposal.  I only ever 

got an invite to the very first one by mail.  I knew nothing about 

anything else from there on, I heard nothing about anything else from 

there on until I was invited to put in a submission. 25 

 

 In spite of this it has been pushed ahead with no consideration of the 

opinions of those who attended the meetings. They were 

overwhelmingly opposed to this.  I feel the plan has been pushed onto 

us by the government through the Earthquake Recovery Plan run by 30 

Gerry Brownlee.  I note his electorate of Ilam at this stage has been 

omitted by this type of development – how convenient. 

 

 It has now become apparent the ministers of Housing New Zealand 

would have also been involved in the decision making.  They are Bill 35 

English, Paula Bennett and Nick Smith.  Housing New Zealand is 

currently involved in selling off properties throughout New Zealand, 

including Queenstown for that matter. 

 

 The only consideration this plan makes for the owners of properties in 40 

this area is less privacy, having our sunlight hours reduced, more 

parking congestion, more noise, more drug and alcohol induced 

violence, more P labs, more crime, less security, more health issues and 

blocked streets while people move in and out due to a lack of parking 

in the area.  Furniture and delivery trucks have to park somewhere. 45 
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 We already have this problem outside Pak’nSave at Hornby, which I 

have included some photos in the original submission, where trucks 

park on yellow lines, the first photo is up at the moment.  This would 

have been approved by the planning authorities of the Christchurch 

City Council for this layby.  We have got buses going out onto 5 

incoming traffic, we have the Police running around behind on the 

wrong side of the road so they can get past at different times, and this is 

before we have got to the stage we are going to introduce through 

RMD. 

 10 

 There are a number of different photos.  The yellow lines are 

underneath, there is a footpath for instance, people need to walk on 

that, they cannot, they are having to walk out onto the street into traffic.  

This is the congestion the Hornby Mall already has without any further 

development. 15 

 

  [11.05 am] 

 

 This type of development has been tried already in the UK and 

America and has in some cases or a lot of cases failed.  Logically it 20 

makes no sense to destroy serviceable housing to erect apartments on 

the same ground where they can be established on vacant ground 

within the city boundary.  For instance Templeton/Yaldhurst. 

 

 By keeping the existing dwellings you would have to erect less 25 

apartments.  I call them apartments because under the policy they 

would be restricted to a certain square meterage, ground space, 

nowhere to park a car, no vegetable garden.  Many schools encourage 

children to lean to grow a garden.  Has this now deceased?  Lots of 

children believe that the groceries or vegetables grow in Pak’nSave 30 

virtually. 

 

 We are aware Bill English is the Minister of Finance, Paula Bennett is 

the Minister of Climate Control and Nick Smith is the Minister of 

Environment. Paula Bennett has conceded climate change is an issue 35 

and there will be rising sea levels. 

 

 With rising temperatures will also come more severe storms including 

from the east as in Australia, pushing sea levels even higher.  Ministry 

of the Environment who Nick Smith is the minister in charge of has 40 

said from 2050 infrastructure that has long life or subdivision 

developments considered permanent will need to consider the impact of 

sea level rise in the next century as well. 

 

 The IPC says in its report, “although understanding of some important 45 

effects of sea level rise is too limited this report does not assess the 
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likelihood nor provide a best estimate or an upper bound of sea level 

rise”.  The IPC is lower limits as far as sea level rise estimates go with 

an ever-increasing number of climate scientists, including the US 

Navy, predicting sea rises of up to 10 metres.  I think this is extreme 

myself. Some even beyond that. The Greenland ice sheet is 5 

disappearing fast, it will be gone in 2016 which is this year, according 

to the US Navy.  The eastern Antarctic ice sheet is breaking up. 

 

 Up on the map at the moment is a map of a 10 metre sea rise and the 

effect it will have on Christchurch. That sea will cover Linwood, come 10 

right up into Hornby and also to Papanui basically.  If housing was to 

be built at Templeton, Yaldhurst area, that is above that sea level rise. 

 

 The Council seems to be of the opinion that these grounds in the higher 

area are better used as gravel pits, for some reason.  They could be 15 

utilised more as a sewerage plant et cetera to service that area and 

provide for future protection.  However I am getting off the subject 

there a wee bit. 

 

 In the last month global evidence has become more apparent with the 20 

last eight months being warmer than normal.  The Paris Agreement has 

already been broken, in the first year it rose by one degree, the 

temperatures.  However that is up to there. 

 

 Yesterday raised more questions than answers.  In the 1990s and 2000s, 25 

Housing New Zealand said they will never repeat the experiment with 

Aranui.  Mr Blake has said valuations do not go down.  Valuations 

went down in that area drastically, around Breezes Road, those places 

like that where people have private housing.  We are now in 2016, 

Housing New Zealand is repeating it all over again. 30 

 

 They say they are medium density high quality dwellings.  Already 

they want to increase the density by raising it another storey.  Judge 

Hassan referred to ghettos.  A ghetto, sir, is usually a large area of 

lower socio-economic dwellings where crime and everything starts to 35 

prevail.  That is what Aranui became, on a lesser scale. 

 

 With these bigger areas now being proposed to be developed, ghettos 

are a reality.  Where are the high quality tenants going to come from to 

go into these high quality dwellings?  Do you have a better class of 40 

criminal, for example, are they going to knock on the door before they 

kick the door in?  Are we going to have a better class of P lab?  The 

whole thing seems funny to me. 
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  [11.10 am] 

 

 Ms Semple says in FS14 that Housing New Zealand interest is greater 

than the interest of the general public.  I disagree with that.  Let me say 

it is the general public who paid for Housing New Zealand in the first 5 

place.  It is the New Zealand public that actually own Housing New 

Zealand and they are only a trustee through the government of that 

entity.  That is as far as I will go on that one. 

 

 Our planning or lack of planning office says it has done site visits.  10 

Apparently it has done it all in one day.  They obviously have not done 

the Hornby Mall or they would have seen those vehicles parked on the 

streets for one.  Hornby Mall is a very broken up affair with shops both 

sides of the Main South Road. 

 15 

 Across the road at the rear you will find The Warehouse, Briscoes, 

Toyworld, Rebel Sports, Bed Bath & Beyond and a sports centre, as 

well as a car park. This is all on the property of the Hornby 

Workingmen’s Club, not the Mall, which has an agreement with the 

mall re parking.  From 10.00 am daily this park is at maximum with 20 

public using reserved parking for members.  They are just moving in, 

taking over the members’ spaces. 

 

 I have said about the yellow lines again on that bit, I only wrote this but 

up this morning I am sorry. 25 

 

 The same is going to happen about traffic on the wrong side of the road 

and everything else should the RMD go ahead and even worse with an 

extra storey.  There is going to be a lack of parking, they are going to 

do away with the parking, they are saying.  Where are people going to 30 

park?  Anywhere they can, like those trucks. 

 

 On the way in today I saw a mattress and other rubbish on the footpath 

in Gilberthorpes Road opposite Taurima Street.  This is going to be 

more common.  On Sunday my wife and myself went for a drive in the 35 

Linwood area.  We had not been down there since the earthquakes. 

Currently we do not actually live in Christchurch.  Abandoned sections 

by the mile turned into semi-park, come on planning, wake up.  Put the 

ground to use as cropping, horticulture, market gardening, something. 

At least it is going to give a return. 40 

 

 Over the last 30 years Housing New Zealand has been run down 

through successive governments and frankly I do not believe they have 

the finance to do all this development.  Is it not truly the aim to sell off 

some of these properties to developers behind the scene?  After all, the 45 

Minister of Asset Sales is the Minister of Housing New Zealand. 
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 A large number of people do not have computers or knowledge on how 

to use one therefore they have not been able to access anything about 

what is going on.  They have not been written to, they have not been 

provided much information. These people have effectively been 5 

eliminated from any of the processes.  Thank you, sir. 

 

SJH:   Thank you.  Dr Mitchell? 

 

DR MITCHELL:   No, I have no questions, thank you. 10 

 

SJH:   Ms Dawson? 

 

MS DAWSON:   Just one question, what street is your property on? 

 15 

MR HOULISTON:   6 Gilberthorpes Road. 

 

MS DAWSON:   Oh, right. 

 

MR HOULISTON:   The trucks start at 4.30 in the morning thumping their 20 

way down to the quarries. 

 

MS DAWSON:   And you are down near the railway end of Gilberthorpes 

Road? 

 25 

MR HOULISTON:   Yes, we are the second house. 

 

MS DAWSON:   All right. 

 

MR HOULISTON:   It is a privately built house with a Housing New Zealand 30 

house next to us. 

 

MS DAWSON:   So going away from the railway you are on the right or the 

left? 

 35 

MR HOULISTON:  On the right hand side and may I say Housing New 

Zealand have actually done a brilliant job on that house in doing it up.  

It would be pity to see it go. 

 

MS DAWSON:   Thank you very much, that is all, thank you. 40 

 

SJH:   Thank you.  Ms Huria? 

 

MS HURIA:   No, thank you, sir. 

 45 

SJH:   Judge? 
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JUDGE HASSAN:   No, thank you, sir, but thank you. 

 

SJH:   Thank you, Mr Houliston, you may stand down. 

 5 

MR HOULISTON:   Thank you. 

 

<ROSS HOULISTON WITHDREW [11.13 am] 

 

SJH:   Closings by submitters by Friday of next week, Council seven days 10 

thereafter, Ms Scott? 

 

MS SCOTT:   Yes, thank you. 

 

SJH:   Look in particular, I, speaking for myself would like addressed in your 15 

closings – I have concern that even in theory about this now, the theory 

of your case is somewhat different from what heard in Residential 1, to 

be blunt.  I am also concerned that the rules that you put forward for 

Residential Medium Density at that time, you seemed to be saying to us 

in certain parts of Christchurch, Linwood and Hornby and others, they 20 

will not work.  So why did you put them forward?  So I want that 

addressed as well. 

 

 Are there any other matters Panel members would like addressed?  Yes, 

Judge Hassan would like a map indicating 800 metres’ walkability 25 

from Langdons Road. 

 

MS SCOTT:   Yes, sir. 

 

  [11.15 am] 30 

 

SJH:   If you could do that.  And then there was the comment yesterday about 

the war memorial nature and whether there was a potential solution 

there. 

 35 

MS SCOTT:   Yes, sir, thank you. 

 

SJH:   Because we have got other issues with the Higher Order documents and 

that, that may constrain us. 

 40 

MS SCOTT:  Yes, sir. 

 

SJH:   Yes, I think that map should come in and be posted online so submitters 

can respond to it if they wish to do so.  That would be a pretty simple 

task, could you have it done by close of business tomorrow? 45 
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MS SCOTT:   I am sure we can attend to that, thank you. 

 

SJH:   Thank you.  All right, we will adjourn. 

 

MATTER ADJOURNED AT 11.15 AM ACCORDINGLY 5 


